oi this assistance into question.7 Russian officials had hoped to break ground on the facility in the first half of 1994 and to have it operational just at the time they project existing space will run out in 1997.8 If a new site has to be chosen, the U.S. government should urge the Russian government to select one of the major Russian weapons dismantlement facilities, to minimize the transportation of fissile materials and the associated security risks.
Under current plans, the material in this facility will be stored primarily as weapons components. Russia has assured the United States that the material to be stored in this facility will never again be used in weapons. Discussions of transparency arrangements to verify this commitment are continuing. Neither a permanent U.S. inspection presence nor IAEA safeguards are currently planned, however. Nor is there yet any agreed arrangement for safeguards on the material after it is withdrawn from the facility for civilian use or disposal. In addition, standards and procedures for security for the site are not yet agreed and may he handled unilaterally by Russia.
rtnlaninni in Other Forms
Russia also has tens of tons of plutonium not incorporated in weapons stored in various forms at several sites in its weapons complex. Little is known about the quantity, condition, or security of this material. In addition, Russia has roughly 25 tons of civilian separated plutonium stored at the Mayak reprocessing complex. In early 1991, a Soviet interagency report concluded that at tins site, "the current method of storing plutonium does not correspond to world practice and presents security concerns." Russia also has plutonium and HEU at a number of civilian sites for research purposes. Urgent steps should be taken to improve security and accounting of fissile materials at all of these sites (see Mow).
While the Russian Ministry of Atomic Energy has suggested locating the facility at Tomsk—the MU- ol M'vcial ap.ing plittomum production reactors and a major plutonium reprocessing facility—local .ttwl topuiul iuilluuilies have objected. Opposition grew after the explosion of a nuclear waste tank there m catlv l''«M. There are now reports that (he Tomsk authorities will allow only a storage site for the in.iu-ual'. .iluMily stored Ihere, so that the facility would provide no additional space for materials from wr.spun-. now Iviiif. dismantled, and (he objective of consolidating all excess plutonium and HEU at a •,mjj|r MIC would IK- compromised. Further developments could change this outcome. It would be .Itllu uh in lustily s|K-miing $W million of ihc available Nunn-Lugar funds if the facility were to serve i ml\ ,i", ,1 irpliu ement lor existing storage capacity at a single site.
11 Sir Krlli-y. op. nU and U.S. Department of Defense, Quarterly Report on Program Activities i,. /..i, i/.f,m- HV.I/KM/.V Drxmirtion and Nonprolifcration in the Former Soviet Union (Washington, IM I" S. r.uvernment Priming Office, September29, 1993).s.
